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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Office Action is a response to the amendment filed June 23, 2005. Claims 1-35 have been 
canceled by the applicant. Claims 35-65 and newly added claim 66 are pending in the 
application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for 
the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

3. * Claims 36-37, 39-43, 46-47, 49-53, 56-57, 59-63, and 66 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 

being anticipated by Orita, U.S. Patent No. 5,163,147. 

(a) As per claim 36 : Orita teaches [ figure 3] a method of applying an operation access 
privilege [12a; col. 4, lines 54] to at least a logical portion [user files within memory 
portion 12f] of a logical storage medium (12) in communication with a computer (11), the 
method comprising the steps of: 

i. Providing an operation access privilege indicative of at least one of an enabled 
operation and/or restricted operation to be performed on at least one logical 
portion of a logical storage medium [col. 4, lines 54-62]; 

ii. Associating said operation access privilege with at least one logical portion of 
said logical storage medium [see again col. 4, lines 54-62]; 

in. Intercepting in a trap layer an attempted operation on said a least one logical 
portion identified by at least one data identifier col. 4, lines 51-55]; and 

iv. At least one of allowing said attempted operation if matching said enabled 
operation, and/or denying said attempted operation if matching said restricted 
operation [col. 4, lines 66-68]. 
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(b) As per claim 37 : Orita further teaches that his logical portion of said storage medium is a 
file [see again col. 4m lines 54-68]. 

(c) As per claim 39 : Orita further teaches that his at least one data identifier is a file name 
[see figure 5], 

(d) As per claim 40 : Orita further teaches that his operation comprises at least one of the 
reading, deletion, and modification, or the like [see col. 4, lines 61-62]. 

(e) As per claims 41 and 42 : Orita further teaches the step of applying a plurality of operation 
access privilege to said at least one data identifier or the logical portion of the storage 
medium [se col. 4, line 60 through col. 5, line 7]. 

(0 As per claim 43 : the further claimed limitation is also taught by Orita since the storage 
portion 12F is a logical portion of another logical storage medium (12). 

(g) As per claim 66 : the further claimed limitation of "wherein said operation access privilege 
comprises a file input/output (I/O) operation access privilege" is also taught by Orita [see 
col. 4, lines 54-68]. 

(h) As per claims 46-47. and 49-53 : the claimed system basically encompasses the 
necessarily elements for carrying out the corresponding steps of claims 36-37 and 39-43. 
Accordingly, claims 46-47 and 49-53 are also taught by Orita. 

(i) As per claims 56-57 and 59-63 : the claimed computer program product comprises 
basically logic for carrying out the corresponding steps in claims 36-37 and 39-43. 
Accordingly, Orita also anticipates claims 56-57 and 59-63. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 
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5. Claims 38, 44-45, 48, 54-55, 58, and 64-65 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Orita, as applied to claims 36, 46, and 56 above, and further in view of well 
known features of which Official Notice is hereby taken. 

(a) As per claims 38. 48 and 58: 

i. Orita teaches a method as mentioned in the rejection of claim 36. 

ii. Orita, however, does not teaches that his logical portion of said storage medium 
comprises an entire logical storage medium. 

iii. Applying operation access privilege to an entire storage medium has also been 
known and commonly practiced in the pertinent art. Selecting a suitable amount 
of memory space in a storage medium that need to be protected would have 
been obvious one having ordinary skill in the art when the usage and/or the 
application being used for the storage medium is changed. 

iv. Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
pertinent art to apply operation access privilege to the entire storage medium 12 
of the Orita system when the application being used in the Orita system required 
that the entire storage medium need to be protected. 

(b) As per claims 44-45: 

i. Orita teaches a method as mentioned in the rejection of clam 36. 

ii. Orita, however, does not explicitly teach that at least one of his data identifier is 
associated with a free space portion or newly created data. 

iii. As well known the pertinent art at that each portion of the storage medium 
whether or not the portion stores data, an identifier associated therewith is 
necessary for locating such storage portion. Similarly, regardless of whether the 
stored data is newly created or previously created, an identifier is necessary for 
locating such data. 



Application/Control Number: 10/600,540 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2187 

iv. Accordingly, it would have been obvious [if not already inherent in Orita] to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to associate a 
data identifier to a free space portion and/or newly created data in the Orita 
storage medium simply because such identifier is necessary in locating the free 
space and/or newly created data. 

(c) As per claims 54-55 . the claimed system comprises no more than the necessary 
elements for carrying out the corresponding steps in the claims 44-45. Accordingly, the 
claimed system is rejected for the same reason as set forth for claims 44-45. 

(d) As per claims 64-65 . the claimed computer program product comprises no more than the 
necessary logic for carrying out the corresponding steps in the claims 44-45. 
Accordingly, the claimed product is rejected for the same reason as set forth for claims 
44-45. 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 36-66 have been considered but are moot in view of 
the new ground(s) of rejection. Although the arguments are moot in view of new ground of 
rejection, but the following comments appear necessary. 

(a) Applicant argued that "the trap layer's operation does not depend on validating a user or 
the user's access privileges but rather on the operation access privilege settings only" 
[Applicant's Remarks, page 10, paper filed 6/23/05]. 

(b) However, the claims do not support the argument since none of the claims recites that 
the trap layer's operation depends on the operation of access privilege settings only . 
Even if such "the trap layer's operation depends on the operation of access privilege 
settings only " limitation is being claimed, it still would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art who is familiar with information protecting and has the teaching of 
Orita in front of him or her, to come up with a system that applies only operation access 
privileges. This is because it is no more than a matter of how many level of protections a 
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user wants and/or who should have access to the stored information. Obviously, when 



there is no restriction of who should have access to the stored data, the protection level 



regarding the user authentication obviously is no longer needed. 



Conclusion 



7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 

(a) Cruess, et al., 4,890,223, teaches operation access privilege associated with a logical 
storage address. 

(b) Shurto, 5,572,675, teaches read/write access privileges associated with objects. 

(c) Pletcher, et al., 5,596,755, teaches memory system that has access privilege levels 
associated with memory segments. 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Hiep T. Nguyen whose telephone number is (571) 272-4197. The examiner can 
normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 9:30 am to 6:00 pm. 

9. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Donald Sparks can be reached on (571) 272-4201. The fax phone number for the organization 
where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

10. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be 
obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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